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Ana Oquendo

EPA Region 4, APTMD
61 Forsyth Street, SW
Atlanta, GA 30303

oquendo.ana@epa.gov

RE: Shady Hills Generating Station — Permit PSD-EPA-R4013
Dear Mr. Oquendo:

These comments are submitted on behalf of Sierra Club and its 600,000 members, including
over 27,000 members in Florida. The issues addressed below regarding the proposed Draft
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Permit for Greenhouse Gas Emission for Shady Hills
Power Company’s (Applicant or Shady Hills) Shady Hills Generating Station Project (Shady
Hills Project) are based on the publicly available documents, including the September 2013
Statement of Basis (SOB) prepared by EPA Region 4 (the Region), the draft permit, and the
application.

The proposed Shady Hills Project would add two additional simple-cycle combustion
turbines, model GE7FA.0S. Each turbine has an output of 218 MW on natural gas, and 223 MW
when firing on backup fuel oil. The Shady Hills Project is subject to greenhouse gas (GHG)
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) regulations. New construction projects that are
expected to emit at least 100,000 tpy of total GHGs on a carbon dioxide equivalent (CO-e) basis
or modifications at existing facilities that are expected to increase total GHG emissions by at
least 75,000 tpy COxe, are subject to PSD permitting requirements even if they do not
significantly increase emissions of any other PSD pollutant. The Region estimates that the
Project will potentially result in GHG emissions of 923,502 tons per year (tpy) of CO,e. The
Project would emit GHGs at a rate far greater than 100,000 tpy CO,e; therefore, the project is
subject to PSD review for all pollutants emitted in a significant amount.

The draft permit proposes a GHG limit of 1,377 Ib CO,e/MWh, gross output on a 12-month
rolling average when operating on natural gas, and 1,928 Ib CO,e/MWh when operating on fuel
oil. Even for a simple-cycle unit, these limits are far too high and do not reflect the emissions
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reductions achievable by modern combustion turbines. Moreover, the Region must consider a
combined-cycle turbine design that is capable of achieving far lower GHG emission reductions.

1. The Draft Permit is Less Stringent than the Proposed GHG NSPS for
New Electric Generating Units.

On September 20, 2013, EPA issued a signed notice of its Proposed Rule for Standards of
Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New Stationary Sources: Electric Utility
Generating Units, EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0495 (GHG NSPS). The GHG NSPS will apply to any
new electric generating unit that “actually supplies more than one-third of its potential electric
output to the grid.”! For those EGUs that supply more than one-third of their potential electric
output to the grid, EPA determined that the “best system of emission reduction” is natural gas
combined-cycle (NGCC) technology because it is technically feasible, relatively inexpensive, its
emission profile is acceptable low, and it would not adversely affect the structure of the electric
power sector.” The proposed standard for stationary combustion turbines between 73 MW and
250 MW is 1,100 1b CO;/MWh (gross). The proposed standards for units over 250 MW is 1,000
Ib CO,/MWh (gross). ‘

Section 111(a)(2) of the Clean Air Act defines a “new source” as any stationary source that
commences construction or modification after publication of proposed new standards of
performance under section 111 that will be applicable to the source. 42 U.S.C. § 7411(a)(2).
Under this definition, any new fossil fuel-fired EGU greater than 25 MW that commences
construction after September 20, 2013, is a “new source” and will be subject to the CO2 standard
that EPA ultimately promulgates when the source begins operating. United States v. City of
Painesville, 644 F.2d 1186, 1191 (6a Cir. 1981) (CAA §111(a)(2) “plainly provides that new
sources are those whose construction is commenced after the publication of the particular
standards of performance in question.”). The statute uses the date a standard is proposed to
define which sources are subject to the standard. The Shady Hills Project would therefore be
considered a “new sources” subject to the NSPS because it has not commenced construction
prior to September 20, 2013.

The Shady Hills Projects consists of two GE7FA.05 simple-cycle combustion turbines, each
with an output of 218 MW while firing on natural gas. (SOB at p.3.) The Draft Permit includes
an average operating limit of 3,390 hours per turbine per year on a 12-month rolling basis. (Draft
Permit § [X.B.2.) Each unit may operate individually up to 5,000 hours per year. This means that
the GHG NSPS, if finalized, would apply to the Shady Hills Project because 3,390 hours, not to
mention 5,000, is far more than 1/3 of the unit’s potential electric output (1/3 of 8,760 hours is
2,920 hours). It also means that Shady Hills as permitted would violate the NSPS because the
Region’s proposed BACT limit of 1,377 Ib CO/MWh (gross) is higher than the limit of 1,100 Ib
CO,/MWh in the proposed GHG NSPS. This difference fundamentally contradicts the purpose
of BACT. The Clean Air Act expressly provides: “In no event shall application of “best available
control technology” result in emissions of any pollutants which will exceed the emissions
allowed by any applicable standard established pursuant to section [111 or 112 of the Clean Air
Act].”® The SOB acknowledged this discrepancy in the SOB, but it dismissed the issue on the
grounds that “the proposed NSPS is not a final action and the proposed standard may change.”

'Id. at p.82.
2 Id. atp.287.
3 Clean Air Act § 169(3), 42 USC § 7479(3).



(SOB at p.8.) This logic, however, ignores the reality that EPA headquarters has spent more than
a year reviewing available data on turbine efficiencies and concluded that NGCC technology is
both technically feasible and “relatively inexpensive.” In contrast, the Region has simply adopted
without question the Applicant’s argument that a more efficient NGCC is infeasible. The Region
has also adopted without any question of underlying need the operating limit of 3,390 hours per
year. The findings in the proposed GHG NSPS undermine the Region’s cursory and unsupported
finding that the Shady Hills simple-cycle units should be allowed to pollute at such a high rate
for so many hours each year.

2. Hours of Operation for Peaking Unit(s) are Too High

The Region did not question the need for the specific hours of operation included in the
application. The Region based its emission calculations on unenforceable “assumptions” that the
units would operate 2,890 hours per CT per year on natural gas, and the rest of the time on fuel
oil. (SOB at p.10.) The Region provides no basis for the underlying operating scenario
assumptions that it makes. Backup fuel oil use should only be used as a last resort because it is a
much more polluting fuel source. However, the Region assumes that backup fuel oil will be used
to supplement natural gas firing above 2,890 hours per year. This is illogical. To the extent that
fuel oil is used, it should only be used when natural gas use is curtailed due to emergency supply
constraints. The Applicant cannot rely on dirtier fuel oil to avoid more stringent emissions limits.
The Region should make clear that fuel oil operating is only available in lieu of natural gas
operation, and even then should be allowed only as needed on an emergency basis. In any case,
the use of fuel oil should not allow the Applicant to increase its total operating hours. Any
emergency fuel use must be considered as part of an annual hours of operation limit that
corresponds to a peaking unit.

a) Peaking Units Operate Less than 2000 Hours Annually

The Region states that “Shady Hills is a peaking plant” and “Electric utilities primarily use
simple-cycle combustion turbines as peaking or backup units.” (SOB at p.13.) However, the
annual operating hours for all of the proposed units are much higher than typical peaking units.
The available data show that almost all simple cycle combustion turbine units have low operating
hours — but they also appear to show that a few large simple cycle units have high capacity
factors. The SOB assumed that the Shady Hills Project would operate 3,390 hours per year. This
is far more operating hours than peaking units, and the high operating hours limits demonstrates
that the Applicant is attempting to avoid using a more efficient combined-cycle unit. The
histogram in Figure 1 shows that the annual operating hours in the proposed permit are too high.
The “knee in the curve” for these data appears to be below 2000 hours for 2011 (the most
favorable* year for industry), thus showing that operation greater than 2000 hours is not
consistent with the normal operation of simple cycle units.

* For 2008, it is closer to 1100 hours.



Figure 1. Hours of Operation for Combustion Turbines, by Year’
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We note that even 2000 hours of operation may represent simple cycle units that are in
intermediate load rather than peaking operation, especially if such use is seasonal. We also note
that there are a substantial number of combined cycle units that are designed for intermediate
load applications but that may have limited hours of operation because of market conditions.
Eighty-two of the 592 recently constructed combined cycle units in the EPA CAMD data set,
Figure 2, operate less than 2000 hours per year; 143 of those units operated less than 2900 hours
per year. These figures show that a typical simple-cycle unit almost never operates at or above
3,390 hours per year. This begs the question of why the Applicant would propose such a high
operating limit unless it was claiming to be a peaking unit for the express purpose of trying to
avoid a BACT limit based on a combined-cycle unit.

5 First year of operation 2006 or later, as determined by earliest occurrence of CAMD CEMS data.
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Figure 2. Hours of Operation for Combined Cycle Units
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Figure 2 data suggest that an hour of operation assumption above 2,000 hours does not
sufficiently differentiate peaking from intermediate-load units. Intermediate units may operate
seasonally, but for many hours at a time once started up. Such intermediate units are seasonal or
load following, and these units are not true peaking units. In the draft permit, the Region must set
the operational hours based on the characteristics of a peaking unit because it expressly rejected
consideration of combined cycle units on the grounds that the Applicant needed the Shady Hills
Project for peaking power generation. (SOB at p.13.) If the Applicant plans to operate the Shady
Hills Project as an intermediate resource rather than a peaking resource, then the BACT analysis
must fully consider combined cycle units as a feasible alternative.

Industry practice provides what appears to be the most useful definition of a peaking unit.
Rather than the total hours per year of operation, General Electric defines “peaking” units in
terms of an average hour of operation per startup. GE Performance defines base load as operation
at 8,000 hours per year with 800 hours per start. It then defines peak load as operation at 1250
hours per year with five hours per start. The Region should set the maximum operating hours
for the Shady Hills Project based on typical peaking units operating hours of 2,000 hours per
year with limits on the number of hours per start, to ensure that the proposed simple cycle
turbines are used as true peaking units rather than as base load or intermediate load units.” If the
Applicant plans to operate the Shady Hills Project for more than 2,000 hours per year, then such
use should be considered intermediate or load following and the GHG BACT analysis must

% Brooks, F., GE Power Systems, GE Gas Turbine Performance Characteristics, GER-35 67H, p.14
(available at: http://www.muellerenvironmental.com/documents/GER3567H.pdf.)

7 To provide PSE with a measure of flexibility, while still distinguishing between seasonally operated intermediate-
load units and peaking units, we recommend that the GE norm of 1250 hours per year be relaxed to 2000 hours per
year.



consider alternative technologies, such as combined cycle, that can operate more efficiently and
therefore at lower GHG emission rates

3. The Region Must Consider Combined Cycle Turbine Design

The Region failed to consider more efficient combined-cycle units as BACT for the project
on the basis that “CCCT’s have a longer startup and shutdown period.” (SOB at p.13.) Modem
combined cycle units can achieve startup and ramp rates comparable to a simple cycle, which
means that combined-cycle units can operate to meet peaking needs. In this case, with such a
high proposed operating limit that is far greater than a peaking facility, the Region must consider
whether a combined-cycle unit is BACT. At a minimum, the Region must acknowledge that
combined-cycle technology is feasible in step 2 of the BACT analysis, which would then
requiring a demonstration of adverse economic impact in step 4 in order to reject the technology
as BACT.

Several combined-cycle units are available that can meet short startup periods. For example,
the proposed Oakley Generating Station in California i 1s designed to be able to start up and
dispatch quickly with GE’s Rapid Response package.® The Rapid Response package allows the
plant to start up from warm or hot conditions in less than 30 minutes. The Rapid Response
package achieves this fast performance by initially bypassing the steam turbine when the gas
turbines are started up. In a conventional combined-cycle system, the gas turbine needs to be
held at low load for a period of time while the HRSG is warmed up and steam is gradually fed
into the steam turbine and the steam turbine is brought up to operating temperature. The steam
turbine needs to be brought up to operating temperature slowly in order to minimize thermal
stresses on the equipment and to maintain the necessary clearances between the rotating and
stationary components of the turbine. In the past, this delay necessitated having to slowly warm
up the HRSG and steam turbine and meant that the gas turbine could not increase load as rapidly
as a simple-cycle gas turbine to quickly provide power to the grid. It also caused increased
emissions, including CO,, because the combustion turbine needs to be held at low load — where it
is not as efficient — while the HRSG and steam turbine are warmed up. Those constraints are
avoidable with today’s technology. The GE Rapid Response system initially bypasses the steam
turbine when the combustion turbines are started, allowing them to ramp up quickly and begin
providing power to the grid. The steam turbine can then be warmed up slowly without requiring
the combustion turbines to be held at low load (except for a short time for cold startups), through
the controlled admission of steam from the HRSGs into the steam turbine. The Rapid Response
package therefore allows the facility to start up and begin providing power more quickly than a
conventional system, which will enhance operational flexibility and reduce emissions associated
with startups.

Other vendors similarly offer fast start of rapid response designs. The 2013 Gas Turbine
World (GTW) contains several examples of combined-cycle units that perform better than
comparable simple-cycle units. For example, the emissions of an LM6000PC Sprint (46,200 kw
simple cycle per GTW) might be compared to the Siemens SGT 800 (47,500 kw simple cycle
per GTW). Deploying the SGT 800 in combined cycle will provide 48 MW of fast starting gas
turbine capability, plus an additional 19 MW of steam turbine generation (“STG”) output
capability. According to GTW, the efficiencies of the simple cycle LM6000PC Sprint and the

8 Bay Area Air Quality District Final Determination of Compliance for Oakley Generating Station, p.12. (available
at: http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/oakley/documents/others/2011-01-21 BAAQOMD FDOC TN-59531.pdf)
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SCC 800 1x1 combined cycle are 41.2% and 53.8% respectively. Thus, the efficiency and stack
emissions of the plant would be improved by 30% by substituting the combined cycle
alternative.

In California, there are additional examples of combined-cycle units being deployed instead
of simple-cycle. Several years ago, the Marsh Landing plant (in the San Francisco Bay Area)
was commissioned. NRG Marsh Landing features four 200 MW Siemens SGT6 5000F gas
turbines in a simple cycle configuration. These gas turbines can ramp up to maximum power in
about 12 minutes after the electronic startup command is sent to the gas turbines. More recently,
NRG commissioned two of the same Siemens S000F model of gas turbines at their El Segundo
plant (near Los Angeles), but the El Segundo gas turbines were commissioned in a combined
cycle configuration using Siemens FlexPlant design.’ Compared to Marsh Landing, the addition
of the HRSG and steam turbine dramatically improved the plant efficiency and dramatically
reduced the stack emissions per MWH of energy produced. Nevertheless, the El Segundo gas
turbines can still startup just as fast as the Marsh Landing gas turbines

4. The Region Must Consider Energy Storage in Lieu of Natural Gas

Peakers

The Region must consider modern energy storage units in step 1 of the BACT analysis. If, as
the Applicant states, the purpose of the project is to provide peaking capacity, then zero-emission
energy storage units may provide that service with far lower emissions. The California Energy
Storage Alliance (CESA) has issued an analysis showing the numerous capabilities and
advantages that energy storage has compared to simple-cycle units such as the LMS 100.'° The
technology could feasibly meet the business purpose of the Applicant to provide peaking
capacity with almost no emissions of GHGs. Energy storage is commercially available, as
demonstrated in part by a recent California Public Utilities Commission decision directing public
utilities to acquire 1,325 MW of energy storage by 2020.!! Energy storage would also alleviate
the natural gas supply reliability issues that the Applicant uses to justify reliance on fuel oil
backup.

The Region must include energy storage as an identified technology for providing peak
capacity energy services for purposes of its BACT analysis.

5. The Record Indicates that the Project Can Meet a Better GHG BACT
Limit
Table 6-1 of the SOB indicates that GE 7FA.05 can meet a much better heat rate than

permitted. The table indicates a heat rate of 8,848 BtwkWh (HHV). Assuming an emission factor
for GHG of 53.02 kg CO2e/MMBtu (40 CFR Part 98, Table C-1 and C-2), this equates to a
CO2e rate of 1,034 1b/MWh. However, the permit inexplicably increases this rate by 33% to a
permitted rate of 1,377 [b/MWh. The SOB includes a statement that the Applicant included a 3%
percent margin for the difference between vendor heat rates and actual heat rates, plus another
5% margin for degradation over time. (SOB at p.19.) This 8% marginal increase does not come

s http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/elsegundo/
10

http.//www.storagealliance.org/sites/default/files/Presentations/Energy%20Storage%:20Cost%20Effectiveness%202
013-09-23%20FINAL.pdf

" hitp://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/GO00/MO079/K 171/79171502.PDF
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close to explaining the huge 33% increase in emission limit over the heat rate data provided in
Table 6-1 of the SOB.

6. The Region Improperly Considered Adverse Economic and
Environmental Impacts

The Region asserts that more efficient turbine designs should be eliminated as BACT based
on higher costs, increased water usage, and higher NOx emissions. (SOB at p.18.) However, the
NSR Manual makes clear that the Region’s rationale for establishing BACT based on more
efficient units for the Shady Hills Project is not valid.

a) Economic Impact

The Region’s analysis concluded that installing more efficient LMS6000 units would be
$286.8 per ton of CO2e removed, and installing the LMS100 would cost $61.9 per short ton of
CO,e removed. (SOB at p. 18) Cost considerations in determining BACT should be expressed in
terms of average cost effectiveness. NSR Manual at B.36; see, also, Inter-Power of New York,
Inc., 5 E.A.D. 130 at 136 (1994). However, the Region makes no attempt to compare the costs of
CO, removed to other comparable units. The Region must consider the average cost
effectiveness of more energy efficient units compared to the costs borne by other similar
facilities. The Region cannot recite the cost per ton of CO; removed and reject that added costs
without further consideration or analysis. The NSR Manual expressly rejects this approach:

BACT is required by law. Its costs are integral to the overall cost
of doing business and are not to be considered an afterthought.
Consequently, for control alternatives that have been effectively
employed in the same source category, the economic impact of
such alternatives on the particular source under review should be
not nearly as pertinent to the BACT decision making process as the
average and, where ap?ropriate, incremental cost effectiveness of
the control alternative.'>

The Region must base its BACT decision on the average cost effectiveness of energy
efficient units, expressed in terms of $/ton of CO; removed or avoided. Although the Region
included this information in the SOB, the Region did not attempt to evaluate whether the cost
effectiveness of installing more efficient units was atypical compared to the costs borne by other
sources of the same type. The Region merely concluded without discussion that the costs were
too high. This rationale does not meet BACT requirements to reject a technology for adverse
economic impacts.

The EPA guidance makes clear that energy efficiency must be considered in the BACT
analysis. The NSR Manual provides: “The reviewing authority...specifies an emissions
limitation for the source that reflects the maximum degree of reduction achievable...” (NSR
Manual, p.B.2 (emphasis added)). Without a showing that the most efficient design is either
technically infeasible or that it should be eliminated due to disproportionate site-specific energy,
economic or environmental impacts, the Region must set the GHG BACT emission rate limit
based on the most efficient turbine design.

12 NSR Manual, p. B.31.



When determining if the most effective pollution control option has sufficiently adverse
economic impacts to justify rejecting that option and establishing BACT as a less effective
option, a permitting agency must determine that the cost-per-ton of emissions reduced is beyond
“the cost borne by other sources of the same type in applying that control alternative.” NSR
Manual at B.44; see also Steel Dynamics, Inc., 9 E.A.D. 165 at 202 (2000); Inter-Power, 5
E.A.D. at 135 (“In essence, if the cost of reducing emissions with the top control alternative,
expressed in dollars per ton, is on the same order as the cost previously borne by other sources
of the same type in applying that control alternative, the alternative should initially be
considered economically achievable, and, therefore, acceptable as BACT.” (quoting NSR
Manual at B.44) (emphasis original)). This high standard for eliminating a feasible BACT
technology exists because the collateral impacts analysis in BACT step 4 is intended only as a
safety valve for when impacts unique to the facility make application of a technology
inapplicable to that specific facility. To reject the more efficient turbines, BACT requires a
demonstration that the costs of pollutant removal are disproportionately high for the specific
facility compared to the cost of control at other facilities. No such comparison was made here.

The average cost effectiveness calculated by the Applicant does not necessarily constitute an
adverse economic impact unless it is disproportionate to the cost-per-ton of CO, avoided at other
facilities. At a minimum, to reject more efficient turbines at the Shady Hills Project when other
facilities will be using the same technology, the applicant must demonstrate—with actual data—
that the cost per ton at the Shady Hills Project is disproportionate to other facilities.

b) Environmental Impact

Similarly, there are no identified adverse environmental impacts from the Shady Hills
Project’s installation that warrant rejection of more efficient turbines based on adverse
environmental impacts. The SOB asserts that the Applicant would need to install additional NOx
and CO.controls if it selected more efficient technologies (SOB at p.18). However, there is
nothing to suggest that the Applicant would be unable to install those controls, and therefore no
valid basis for rejecting more efficient turbines based on those emissions. A potential increase in
criteria pollutants is not a valid basis for rejecting a feasible control technology due to adverse
environmental impacts. As the NSR Manual expressly states, the “environmental impacts
analysis is not to be confused with the air quality impacts (i.e. ambient concentrations)...”"* In
this case, whether more efficient turbines would increase some criteria pollutants does not
constitute an adverse environmental impact because Applicant can control those emissions with
other technologies.

In addition, the Region cites to the increased water requirements of the LMS100 and
LMS6000 as a basis for rejecting more efficient turbines. As a preliminary matter, the Region
should have considered other turbine manufacturers and designs that use more efficient air
cooled systems. Even the LMS100 unit considered by the Region is capable of air-cooling. The
vendor, GE, states no efficiency 1mpact from air cooling if the air cooling system equipped with
a misting system (swamp cooler).!* The swamp cooler allows the air cooled system to match wet
tower performance at high ambient temperatures while using almost no water relative to a wet
tower. The air cooler can match wet tower performance at moderate temperatures without

13 NSR Manual, p. B.46.

' This issue was recently considered by the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) with regard to
the proposed El Paso Montana Power Station.
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misting. The air cooler fans can be shut off at ambient temperatures of 40 F or less according to
the LMS100 manufacturer (GE). This is a significant GHG advantage for the air-cooled system,
as the wet tower would need to continue to operate both the water circulation pumps and the
large diameter fans in each cooling tower cell. This is especially significant for projects that have
been permitted to operate a high number of hours, for example 5,000 hr/yr in the Shady Hills
draft permit, because a substantial portion of those hours in most parts of the country will occur
at ambient temperatures in the range of 40 F or less. Finally, past analyses of air-cooled systems
have shown that they are actually less expensive than traditional wet-cooled systems.

Even if the only available efficient turbines did require more water use, which is not the case,
the Region does not provide any indication that increased water usage would constitute a
significant impediment to the project. There is nothing in the record suggesting that water is
limited for the Shady Hills Project, and there are no other identified significant or unusual
impacts from the use of more efficient turbines. Therefore, there is no basis to reject more
efficient turbines due to adverse environmental impacts

7. The Region Improperly Rejected CCS As a Technologically Infeasible
Alternative )

The Region rejected carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) on the basis of an analysis
conducted on an entirely different simple-cycle unit in California, the proposed Pio Pico plant.
(SOB at p.15.) There is no site-specific engineering analysis to support the Region’s conclusion
that “post-combustion capture is infeasible due to the variable operation of simple cycle
combustion turbines and flue gas cooling and heat integration issues.” (SOB at p.15.) The
Region must revise its analysis to consider BACT based on CCS. Even though the Applicant
provided cost data on CCS, the Region did not perform any economic analysis because it
rejected CCS in step 2 of the BACT analysis. The Region must redo its BACT analysis to
consider the economic cost effectiveness of CCS, and it must allow the public an opportunity to
comment on the CCS cost analysis.

8. The BACT Requirement to Consider Cleaner Fuels Precludes the Use of
Fuel Oil Absent Stringent Restrictions.

Draft permit Condition IX.B(3) would allow the Shady Hills project to operate using fuel oil
for up to 1000 hours on a 12-month rolling total. There are no restrictions on what conditions
must be present for Applicant to operate the facility on fuel oil, and there is no definition in the
draft permit for what constitutes an “emergency” that would require the use of backup fuel oil.
This permit condition therefore substantially increases the potential GHG emissions at the
facility.

The SOB includes a brief discussion of the costs associated with 100% non-interruptible
natural gas supply. However, the Region does not include any analysis of the need for 1,000
hours of backup fuel, nor does it establish the conditions necessary for operation of the units on
fuel oil. The draft permit would allow the Applicant operate the Shady Hills facility on fuel oil
whenever it is cheaper to do so. This proposed operation of the facility does not comply with the
Clean Air Act’s requirement that facilities operate with the best available control technologies.
The draft permit clearly acknowledges that the use of natural gas as a fuel source is an inherently
lower emitting practice than the use of fuel oil because it sets different GHG emission rates. The
draft permit’s GHG limit is 40% higher for fuel oil than for natural gas, and the fuel oil limit of
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1,928 Ib CO,e/MWh does not even come close to meeting the proposed new source performance
standard of 1,100 1b/MWh for small stationary natural gas fired units. In short, fuel oil is an
outdated and dirty technology that does not meet the requirements that the facility comply with
BACT limits.

Despite the obviously higher pollution from fuel oil use, the Region does not provide any
restrictions on the use of fuel oil, other than an arbitrary cap of 1000 hours on a 12-month rolling
average. This means that the facility can operate on fuel oil up to 1000 hours annually regardless
of whether there is any emergency, any limit to natural gas supply, or any risk of electric system
reliability. The Applicant can simply switch to fuel oil whenever it decides that fuel oil is
cheaper. The top-down BACT analysis does not allow this condition. The Region must set limits
based on the technologies that are feasible. In this case, the use of natural gas fuel is clearly
feasible because it is the primary purpose of the plant. The Region rejects “100% use” of natural
gas based on the determination that such a requirement would be economically infeasible (SOB
p-17) However, the draft permit’s conditions are not narrowly tailored to alleviate the concerns
of reliability and natural gas supply disruption. Even if it were reasonable to allow the use of fuel
oil in an emergency, such as a pipeline disruption caused by a hurricane, the draft permit’s
allowance of up to 1000 hours every year is completely arbitrary and would allow Applicant to
operate on fuel oil even absent any reliability and risk concerns. A

The Region must revise the permit condition allowing the use of fuel oil to state that fuel oil
may only be used during times of natural gas supply disruption due to emergency, and in no case
may the use of fuel oil exceed 100 hours annually.'” The Region should also include a definition
of “emergency” conditions that warrant use of backup fuel oil, and that definition should specify
that high natural gas prices are not by themselves an emergency. Fuel oil should only be used in
cases of true emergency that disrupts the ability to deliver natural gas to the Shady Hills facility.
BACT requires the best available technology, and in this case the facility must operate on natural
gas fuel unless it is infeasible to do so.

9. Startup and Shutdown Periods Are Not Specified

The draft permit Condition IX.C allows 21 tons CO2e per event. However, there is no limit
on the number of events permissible, and the draft permit does not specify whether Startup and
Shutdown contributes to total annual operating hours and at what point those hours begin. The
Region should clarify in the draft permit that all hours of startup and shutdown apply to the total
annual operating hours for the plant. The assumption in the SOB that startup and shutdown will
last 15 minutes on average and that an estimated 250-300 startup-shutdown events are expected
is not an enforceable condition in the permit. (SOB at 19)

1
"

i

'3 Annual 100 hour cap based on EPA limits for emergency generators. National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines, 78 Fed. Reg. 6674 (January 30, 2013).
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Sierra Club appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

/s/ Travis Ritchie

Travis Ritchie

Associate Attorney

Sierra Club

85 Second Street, Second floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 977-5727

travis.ritchie@sierraclub.org
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o Ag'soogiealies

October 24, 2013 , 10389556

Ms. Carol L. Kemker

Acting Director

Alr, Pesticides, and Toxics:

Management Divisior ; , v
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV
Atlanta Federal Center-

61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

RE: COMMENTS TO US EPA SHADY HILLS GENERATING STATION AIR PERMIT PSD-
EPA-R4013 ¥ i

Dear Ms. Kefnker: | ; ;
‘This correspondence pmwaas the commenfs;“submitted; on behalf of EFS Shady Hills LLC, for

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} Air Permit PSD-EPA-R4013 for the Shady
Hills Generating Station, Public Notice, and Preliminary Delermination & Statement of Basis.

800 Long Ridge Road :
Stamford, Connecticut, 06927

*  Page, first paragraph; Page 2, Project Location, and Page 2, Project Description; 2™
 paragraph, the facility is located outside of the City limita of the City of Spring.Hill and
therefore the applicant requests the following carrection: oo
“...to construct and operate Greenhouse Gas (GHG) air emissions units a
a modification to the existing Shady Hills Generating Statlon located at
14240 Merchant Energy Way within near the City of Spring Hill, in Pasco
County; Florida.™ :

« Page 2, under heading “Authority’, the applicant should be corrected as follows: ,
~ “..This permit is based upon application materials submitted to the EPA by

* ' Page 2, under heading “Applicant”, the applicant should be corrected as follows:
 “Shady-Hills Power Company; LLC EFS Shady Hills LLC: |
~ 800 Long Ridge Road

Stamford, Connecticut, 06927*

Golder Associates ing. N
5100 W Lemon Strest, Suite. 208
o _ TampaFL 3302 USA 13
Teh: (813) 287-1717 Faxe (813) 2811718 ww.goider.com:

Golder Associates: Operations in Africs; Asia; Austratasii;, Europe; mmwmmm
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controtdameaforGHG emissions and as such request
poﬂutionmnw

Page 2, secendparagraph under heading *Project Description.” The facillty is: located
outside of the City limits of the City of Spring Hill and therefora the applicant requests-the

foliowingcorrecﬁonf
located at ¢k stin : Gonorating on-located-a 14240 :
Merchant Eneryy Waywm nm the City of Sprlng Hllf, in Pasca County,

Florida.”

Page 2, first paragrapﬁ of “Project Description.” The applic:mt requests that the IS0
canditions be added to. heat input referanced as followa:
“2 135 million British thermal units per hoar(MMﬁ?uﬂmm), high heating value
(HHW“S&&Q &MMM(BO“ noit ' :

Page 2, first paragraph ef “Project Descripti . The applicant reqnest the indicaﬁm of
the: number of circuit breakers be corrected as feitm
«...aq SF@ circuitbmakmf (EU10);.... *

Page 2, last sentence of second paragraph of“Pm;eet

| “’Th'aappiham

requests clarification of the operation of the existing facility with the following correction:

,.,mefaeditthhmmwmnsmmzmwdwmfu ratrally dur
peak ours of electrical use.” Sk

Page 4, Ccndiﬁen . A Facil!ty Operaien. Thefaaﬂdydces notaperataair poﬂutldﬂ :
o|f ‘thattncludingasaociahadam
‘bemmovedasfalhwm‘” : '

consfstamwiﬂtgaqd mpaamavlpmcﬂ'cw tbrmwmfzmg
~ mmlm&..

Page 4, Condition lIl. C. Facllity Operation. The»applicant rs’ not rémesﬁng any change
to the condition language, but offers the following understanding of the requirement. The:
required: facility operatioti and maintenance plan-will be developed and ﬁnpiemenm
based on manufacturer’s: specrﬁmﬁom and will be-maintained on: sltea :

- Page4, condsﬁon v A Mawnchon Reporting. The facility does not operate aie peﬂm:on

control devices for GHG emissians and as such requests that the:*failure of air pollution. -
control” criteria be remaved from the reporting requirement as follows:
A. “Permittee shalf notify the EPA Region 4 via the contast inﬁmnaﬂm
pravfded in Condition X: AGENCY NOTIFICATIONS within mm (2)
calendaf days falfowlny the discovery of any failure of af O
‘ H-OF Process: equipment, or failure of a pmcess tﬂ?
operate i a normal manner, whict results in an increase in emissions:
above the allowable emission limits stated in Conditfon IX: SPECIAL.
CONDITIONS ‘of this permit.” ;

Page 4, &mdftion IV, C. The applicant raquests thai inclusion of agency discretion® in
evafuatmg circumstances: nvo!ving a malfunction as follows:

B
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“C. Compliance witlh this malfunction notification provision shalf not
excuse or otherwise constitute a defense to any violation of this permit or
any law or regulation such malfunction may cause. The Agency may
mommwmmmmmmmmmr
involving & nralfunction *

* Page 6, IX. A. Special Conditions. Air pollution Contral Equipment and Operation. The
facility does not operate air pollution control equipment for GHG emissions and as such:
the applicant requests that the title of this condiﬁon be renamed as faum 5

B Spec:atCon&timzs,A. AF-pe n-Gontrol-A nt-and Operation”

= Page8, IX. B. 1. Special Conditions. Combustion Turbine (EU 005 and 008) Emission
Limits. EFS Shady Hills LLE requests that the “shakedown period,” as defined: m Parmit
Condition IX. 1., ba included in Conditions 1X.B.1. as follows:. :
“E)wept as noted belaw under Condition {X.C, on andaftef the date of Initial
startup and the sux it completion of the sh Wi periock Permittee
shall not dis::harge or cam the discharge of enﬂssions from the $€CT
:into the: tiere in excess of mafailowiny-

: 8. I busti nTwBMes(EUOGS&OOG‘) Emission Limits. Theapplicant
requests that & faotnota be added to the table to idantify that the limits of 1,377 Ib
CO2e/MWh gross outputand 1,928 (b-CO2e/MWI grosa output are based onisSo
conditians,

¢« Page8, IX. B, 2, Combustion Turbires (EU 005-& 008) Emigsion Lirmts The hours of -
operation are currently limited based on a calendar yearin the FOEP Permit PSD-FL.-
402A/1010373-Q12-AC and as such the applicant requests that the hourly limitatieris, of
Condition IX; B. Z, be revised fram a rollirig. 12-month total basie toa-calendar year 12«
 month basis, m addition, the applicant requests the following revision;

2 *EU 005 and aassnan not operataan average of more than 3,390 haurs :
peryearperCTona: »mbaal’si No:

shzg[aunitshaﬂopm momthan Siowhomparyaarm a t2-n

' year basis; when firing natural gas.

If oniy one cambusﬂan turbines is installed, it shall ogetate no more

than&l‘%hourspuywona#&mnﬁmﬂﬁw : 7 year:
basfs, when firing natural gas.

Permittee shalf monitarand recom the number of harms ea;:h cr
- operates monthly, and-fotall Y . ‘ gl

% EU 005 and 006 shalf not opwatn ﬂrfng ULSD tuef oll more ti!an 1, aoa

~ combined hours per year on'a 4 yaar :
Permittee shall monitor and. racordthe nambe: of hours eaeh cr
operates on ULSD ‘monthly; and-totalle oug
12-monthe:

i only one: SCCTIs fnstalled. the C't'may opemta up ta 500 hours firing .
ULSD oil'} per year on a 12 -calendar year total. The single
combustion turbine may ﬂmadtﬂtfanal 250 hou:s of ULSD oil, pravfded ;
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that for every hour of ULSD oil fired beyond the 500 hours, the CT must
reduce its capability to fire natural gas by five hours (i.e., 5:1 natural
gas to ULSD fuet oif ratio).”

« Page 7, first full paragraph, appedrs to have a typographical error - "mist” should be
"must’ in the last sentence of that paragraph.

« Page 7, Condition IX.C.1. Startup is defined as periods when there are excess:
emissions above the limits in Condition [X.€.3. However, combustion turbine startup.is
not defined by the presencs.of excess emissions since emission limitations far startup:
are defined in Condition IX.C.3. It is defined by the load of the CT after commencement
of operation from a shutdown. The-applicant request that the condition of excess:
emissions be removed from the: definition of startup as follows. Thia language is

consistent with the application.

«4, Startup is defined as the commencement of operation of any emissions:
ceased operation for & perfod of ime sufficient to

« Page 7, Condition X, C. 3. Combustion Turbines (EU 005 & 006) Emission Limits. The
 applicant requasts that a footnote be added to the table to-identify that the (mits of 21
tons CO»@ per event (12-month rolling average} and 28 tons COse per event (12-montti

rofling average) are based on ISO conditions, i . P

«  Page 8, Condition 1X.D.3, limits operation-of EU 007 Emergency Generatogta:  °

* “maintenance and testing purposes, except durng an emergency.” The Condition
" further limits annual hours of operation for maintenarce and teating to. 100 haurs per 12~

month rolling totat. In addition to authorizing operation for maintenance and testing

purposes and during emergencies; 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ alsa authorizes emergency:
stationary reciprocating intermal combustion engines ta operate for emergency demand
response (40 CFR§ 83.6640(f)(2)), and for up to 50 hours peryear in non-emergency
situations (40 CFR § 63.8840(T)(4)). In its September 21, 2012, New Sourca Review for
Greenhause Gasses, EFS Shady Hills LLE discussed its intent ta use the emergency:
generator in certain non-emergency situations; as authorized by 40 CFR 63 Subpart
2777, EFS Shady Hills LLC requests-that in addition ta allowing EU 007 fo operate for:

maintenance and testing purposes and during emergencies, the Condition alse allow EU

007 to-operate to the extent permitted by 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ. EFS Shady Hillg
LLC proposesthe following language ta replace the current Condition: - ‘

testing; non-emergenoy purposes shall not exceed 100 hours per 12«
- month rolling total. Operation during emergencies is not limited.
acord the number of hours the emergency

Permittee shall monitor and

e
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genafatar operates monthly and totaled every maonth for the previous 12
months.”

« Page 8, Condition 1X.D.4., requires that the natural gas heater operate at an efficiency of
75% or higher EFS Shady Hills LLC requests that the condition be based on thermal .
efficiency consistent with the application and be based on manufacturer's specifications;
The following changes to the condition are requested:

“EU 008 Natural Gas Heater shall operate exclusively on natllral gas and
operate onamﬁrmaleﬁ?&tw!otﬁ%othlgharbm:m :
spmﬂcaﬂomfext new unit.”

« - Page 8, Condition IX. D. 8. The facility receives gas containing: meraaptam No on site
injection of mer n is tequired. As such the applicant requasts that the following
sentence be,remaved from the camdiﬁon_ Ry T

* Puged, Cundthm IX.E 1. Tha applicant requests furthar specification ofmescampﬁanca
monitaring, system indicating that the CO2a emissions will be estimated based on fuel:

flow data monitored through 40 CFR Part 75 methodol‘ogiﬁ The applicant requests tnet

following revisions:

' “Pamlﬁoeshaflmsﬁﬂaﬂd ertify fusl flow monitoring systems required:
For-quantt smiseiona-from oy éach CT in accordance with the
aﬂ" mquirbbien&af-ﬂ! CFRPart‘I& Appm%mm

- Paga &., Candiﬁon B.Z, and Paggs Candittens E3, EA, and E 5. Thaapgi cant
~ requests that these conditions be revised ta reflect the use of fus! fiow monitors and
: :calcutatmnsoﬁ emigsions based on ‘equations and emtsmen factors, aa follows:

Z “Following initial cerﬂm:aﬂm the Mcnnﬂnuous monftoring system
 shall be quality assured in accordance with the appﬁcabls :
raquii‘ammts of 40 CFR Part75.

3. Data from the wmwusmonmﬁngswwn and the pmcm-
' provided in 40 CFRTS.10(a)(3)(1i) (¢l of COZ emissions using
the Equation G4 from 40 CFR 75 Appendix G and calculation of the:
other GHG cmlu[cm (cm acd N20) based on the emission factors:
' providad in Condition ] Befow)shall be capable of producing hourly
determinations of CO2q #ass emissions in fons per hour (tons/hr).

4. In accordance with §75.82, an initial ‘monitoring plarn shall be submitted
idemtifying the methiodology for which: % fuol flow:
wilf be continuously monitored. The initial mnnitorlng plan shall be.
submitted no later than 21 days prior to-the initial certification tests.”

5 Pam:ﬂwskaﬂpmﬁdnmﬂﬁcaﬁmasspeemm§mﬂ1 foranyevmt
' related to the continuous measurement of the fiel flow -G
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o Page 8, Conditian IX. E. 8. b. Since the fac:lﬂy will not eperate a CO2é mass. emissionr
monitor; and because-the: issue is addressed in the: remmons above, the applicant
requests this condmarr be remaved.

¢ Page 9, Condition IX. E. 8. d. Since the facility will use natural gas, the languaga used inv
this condition should alsa specify scf as a unit of the amount of fuel bumed. The
applicant requests the following revision:
“The type (natural gas or ULSD) and amounts of fuet (sd orgals) bumed®

« Page 9, Condition IX. E. 8. Since the ISO eoreectfons will requl"res data regarding ambient
conditions, the applicant requests the following t’anguage be added to the Condition:
“g: Ambient conditions (temperature; humidity, and M

. Pagera, Conditions IX.E.7. 3. and b: These conditians requira that monthly averages of
> mass emissions and heat rate be:determined and then avetaged to come upwﬁtza ;
12-mionth average. This methodology is not consistent with the application. Tha
application states the folfowing: :
Fareachfae&amm, ; ',g,,,mllingavmvamm :
. calculated each alendar month after the 1% year of :
‘ based on the total fuel fired, during normal aperation, dﬂdngdm :
prior 12 caleridar months. Valid data shall be any fael firing:
 during perlads of nomial operatiod. Numatopomtmw
achlava:twhm ﬂm CTmchw M%Iaadorgzumﬂ

Per the application; and since the12-month rolling averages-(Condition X E. 8) are:
calculated based on the total fuel fired during the previous 12 months; calculations os
individual month averages.each month of CO2 mass emissions and heatrate are not
necessary. Therefore tha appheant reqmcqnd:ﬁcmm.& 7 a. amtb. be remuved
frort: the permit.

« Paga$9, Conditions IX.E8a and b. Thea&mmniﬁn& mqmrethat 12-month roliing
of CO2 mass emission rates'and heat rate be determin based onthe
avérage of the surm of the monthly averages. Per the previaus comment and the peymit
application the propesed averaging methadology is as follows: :
: “For each fuel, a new 12-month rolling average vilue Is

calculated each calendar manth-after the 1% year of ogmtim
based on the total fuel fired, duririg normial operation; during the:
prior 12 calendar months, Valld data shall be any fuel firing.. -
during periods of normal operation. Normal operation is
achieved when the CT reaches 50% load or greater™

« The applicant requests Condition IX.E.8 m and b baerevised to be consistent witfi the -
permit application as followa:

og; Pemziuan shall calculate and record, for each CT, the fof!owing on m *
12:mantl rolling average basis, in each.case co:mud toISO:

a The 12-month mllfng*averaga CO2a mass emission rate (Ibs CO2¢/ %
Montts Rolling total) (for each fuef combusted in the previous 12 manﬂrs;
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Pags 10, Condition IX.6. 3 requires that the permittes caltutate and recar
operating efficiency of the 10 MMBWHF gas heater on a daily basis. Them:al efﬁdemy
is. not readily monitored continuously on fuel gas heaters. Given the requirement of
~ Condition IX.D.4. to install'a gas heaterwith equal to or greater than 75% thermal’
 efficiency based on manufacturer's specifications: combined with Permit Condition 0.1,
- limiting the annual CO2e to. 3,965 TPY, operation within the BACT determination shall

S‘hﬂ”bﬂmﬂlmm s /)' a4 RERRLIVOraas

M’#Wwﬂm the pria nmmm Valld data
’M“wxmmmmm&wmmm

b. The 12-month rolling avera; ’ wmudmﬂ%) (for
each ﬁmt cmnbum In tha pmvlaus 1 2 mmmsi shall be ealcutatéd a&the

th-¢ ;bmwmmwm&@mm
R _mmmg?fzmmm Valid dats

- The applicant requests Condition IX. E. 8 ¢, be added t6 describe the 12-month rolling:
average mamodology during sbartﬂp and shutdown: ‘

o ThetZmonth mmmcmmmmmumwmam
mmmmxmﬁmmmwmmum

d For each fuel, a new startup and shutdown COZe 12-manth rolling average S
: mcomm 'MMMWME

typc. MMM#MM;:MMMMV'
mmmumﬁzm;

40 CFR parts 75 and Qatadmmme resulting GHG emissians (as C
combination of measured CO2 emissions and calculatad CO28 of other GHG pollutants,

Permittes requasts that this Cundlt:cm beremmd as: lt hasbeen addmasect in the

Conditions above, as rewsaﬁ

dthe.

~ beassured. The applicant requests that the requiremeant to calculate-and record the

operating efficiency on a daily. basis be removed from Conditien IX.G.3. In-addition, the
applicants request that tuna—ups ba required “in aceordance with manufacturer's
specifications.”

Page 11, Condition PCH.1.a. Requires the pfan! to mamiain for fiva years cop&es of "all.

records: or reports” related to "adjustments and/or maintenance performed on any
system or device at the facility.” This réquirement shauld only apply to units and -

activities subject to the requirements of the: permit. As: such, the- applicant requests the:

fol!owmg revigion:

 Pags 10, Condition IX.E.9,, requirés that Permittee shall ussthapmceetmmfam e
) based ont the:
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“3. all records or reports pertaining to ad}‘ustments and/or maintenanca
performed on any systems or devices atthefacﬂifythacmm of the
emission units and activities regulated by this permit.

« Pags 12, Conditisn X H.5. EFS Shady Hills LLC requests *applicable averaging time;”
be added as follows:
‘ sEveess emissions shall be defined as any period in which the facliity
emlissions exceed the maximum emission limits based on the applicable
avumpmda set fortly in this permit.™

« Page 12, Condition IX.H.7. The appiicantrequests that“suurce testing” ba removed from\ :
the condition as it is not applicable:

-2 Excmemissiomindzmted‘bym“ In

the puryosé qfthisv pemd. n

e . Page 13,E:anditianmt. Shakedown s, The-applicant requests the condition -
melud&"suoeesaﬁalmmﬂeuon’ofﬂwelmﬁai perfarmance fesk

« Caver F"age;i Pagw& Smﬁnn 1. 0 and: Fag& Secﬁmz fand 2.2, Tha:applfﬁaﬂt
~ iests , remed aa EFS Shady Hills: LLG.

L Page:ﬁandglj_ hmarepoﬁ,mefaeu&yis!mteéeu&ida afihacnyﬁmits of
mac;tyawpmgﬁmmmemmma antrequests any location description be:
ehangedfrom‘wlthinmaCﬁyofSpmnglPto"nearthe»cnyofsmngﬂm. T

« Page5, second paragraph:. The pm;eet will result in-a net emissions increase greater
than PSD thresholds limite for the pollutants identified and CO emissions as identified in
FDEP Alr Permit No. 1010373-012-AC (PSD-FL-402A). The applicant requests that €O
be added to the P$D review poliutants listed in the second paragraph of paga.s ;

« Page8, first paragraph; EFS Shady Hills LLC requesta the paragra;ah ba revised tobe
7 consistent with the St as follows: £
“The second (alternate) scenario-consists of the installation and aperatttm i
of oniy ane SCCT for a maximunt of 3,390 hours per year of which upta 756
mm@rmuldbausingwmﬂoilas&bac&up. Afto ‘
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namwopmdunmldhmcdbyamﬂoofﬁ‘i for each additional
hour: of fuel oif operation: In this situation, the worst-case emission
scenario is whera the CT operates using ULSD fuel ol} for the maximuny
amount of 750 hours per year and the CT would be able to run with naturat

gas for a maximum of 1,640 hours per year.™ '

» Paga 9, Table 5, Per FDEP Alr Permit No. 1010373-012-AC (PSD-FL-402A), the CO
emissions in Table 5-1 should be updated as follows:

EUIDNo. Potential to Emit co
Estimates (TPY}

0052006 IREET I 15 T e

007 1.93

s 11.35

| 009 | 0.6

010 0.0

Fugitves 0.0

Total Project | 135

« Paga 10, Table 5, Per FDEP Aw Permit No. 10?037%124&0 (PSD-FLM). the CO'
emissions in Tab!a 5:2 should bie updated a&foﬂuw :

Poliutant. — [PTE(TPY) SER(TFY) PSD Review |
SR v _ | i Required (Yes/No} |
co & 138 1400 Yea ;‘

¢ Page 10, last pamgrapi'r EFS Shady Hills LLC requests the felloudng revisioﬁss e,
“The alwnaﬁ snenario pmposes tbd eonstmcﬂon at anly one C:T‘ #—ie”

ol badtd y Hedsordoy m!ag :
rﬁmdbyamﬂnoﬁ:i m«wmmafmw&om Iy
this situation; the wor : ' .
mwmmmmwmanmummmamnmmmmm~
CT would be able to runwith natur ,mfartmxﬁnmqﬁ,w ours pes
Mw

Page 11, Section 5.2, Comphance Methodology, idantiﬂes that monitored data will
include CO2 mass emission rate, inferring a CO2 CEMS will be utilized, However; as-
indicated in the application, 40 CFR Part 75 will be utilized to calculate €02 emissions
based on monitored fuel heat input.consistent with the basis for the CO2¢ emissioris.
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fimitations. As such, EFS Shady Hille LLC requests that Section 5.2 be revised as

follows:

“The manitored data (including gross eneryy output rate; COs-mass

emissien-rate; and heat input rate) will be used to determinie CO;6
emissions based on 40 CFR Pazt 75for CO; emissions.”

o Page 12‘, 1st

The project will result in a net emissions increase greater than

paragrapki,
PSD thresholds limits for the poliutants identified and CO emissions. as identified in
FDEP Air Permit No. 1010373-012-AC (PSD-FL-402A). The applicant requests that CO
be added to the list of poliutants identified as permitted by FDEP.

e Page 12, 2" paragraph, The applicant requests that that the word “plant’ be replaced by

“tank’ as follows:

“In addition, the applieatfou includes an emergency goneramr anatural

gaaheafma(lSDﬁldoﬂstmwynplam‘-m
« Page 15, Second ful paragrap

, EFS Shady Hills LLG reques

 the following revisians. o

...110T8 emclm tufbmamodels of similar size: ta the sGiE?FM mma

mﬂn simple cﬂoopw:ﬂan. huﬁeeoma»' ’ 2%

. Paga 17, Table 61t Tha infortnation within the t’ablﬁ is nateonscstentwiﬁ: tha

application, the camections are provided as follows: 5

7FA.05 LMG0GO _ TLMST0G

| GE GE GE -

Frame Asto_ ASr:

9,’10; 9,228 8,848 e

10,388 7 9,083 3825
N LA — 795,968

. Page 18, 1“ paragfaph of Sfepﬁ Thie: apphcant request discussion a{"nannal" oparaﬂon ,
~ to indicate consaderatmn of full load and partld load operations as follows: ,

Shady Hills proposed gross o ’*eﬂaaaermnimaz"nannat('ﬁ{jﬁmtr
pmﬂntlmq opmﬂamw ~ ~

L3 Page tg 1™ nmapm thier 3% and 5% should be switched; add "potential®ahead of
differerice in-3™ line;, and adi “expected” atiead of degradatmn in 4" fine, The requested
conacbons should read as foliows:

4., 23 8 percent margin for the potentlal differonce between guaranteed
heat rates and actual heat rates, anda §3 pefeantmamin for expected
 degradation over tme:"

Public Notice: -

. Pzggi EFS Shady Hills LLC requests/tha appttcam beeorrected to“EFS Shady Hntls
SR 4

@,
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We are available to discuss the comments raised in this letter at your convenience. You may
contact us at (503) 607-0844 or Roy Belden (EFS Shady Hills LLC) at (203) 357-8820;

Sincerely,
GOLDER ASSOCIATES INC.

-

David Larocca
Senior Engineer

ce; Roy S. Belden, EFS Shady Hills LLC ,
- Attachments: Attachment A—Mark-up of Draft Permit PSD-EPA-R4013

diDTL
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***PUBLIC NOTICE COPY***
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Region 4
Acﬂ‘ant)aag»Gf;e;orgis

For Greenhonée Gas Emissions )
Permit PS&EPA-MGI3

In: aceordanccwﬁhthgpmvxm af:the (ﬂ& Axr Act {C,AA); thehaptsrl Patt G
42733?(3 §7¢7%andthexmpllﬁ_ -of Significant

; ik Bt > W : e cum (W%,"
P’SD panntﬁngfex regutmd pollntanm ather thae gzemhnuae gasea. Thm p&:mxt shalf 1ot
relte,ve th&ownet o o‘ or of thamgonszbiﬁiy to comply fully ' with all applicable 31

Carol L, Kemker
Acﬁﬁgmmm

Alr, Pesticides; and Toxics
Miinagement Division

SHOS Project (PSDEPA-R4013) - Drafk PSD Permit 9A17(1% "



AUTHORITY

The EPA issues this permit putsuant t6 Subchapter I, Part G, of the Clean Aix Act (CAA), 42
U.S.C. § 7470, and the implementing PSD: Regulauons at 40 CFR § 52.21, and the Federal
Implementation Plan at 40 €FR § 52.37 (effecti ber 30; 2010 and published at 75 FR
82246 gDee 30, 2010)} This: pe:mntm bawduponapghcanan matmalasubmttadtathe EPA by
> (Shady Hills), dated September 25,
,zmz, chembm 30 2912, Mmh 2‘7 3013, and Julyaﬁ, 2&1 3, supplememal suhmttats m thae

et geﬁm(ﬁuom am&tgasmezham ] 2.8 million-gallon (Mgaly
l mmm storage tank (ELJ 009), amSF cirouit breakers (B 010), ar d new on-site natural

[ 14240 MemhantEncrg)? Way wﬂm—m;_the Chy of Sprmg Hilt,m Pasca Cemty FIond& Thet

SHGS Project (PSDYEPA-RA013) ~ Draft PSDY Permit 917113 ' z



Project will be located within the existing Shady Hills boundaries. The facility has been in

| operation since 2002 and operates wdunng peak hours-of clectrical use.
This PSD permit for the Project requires the use of Best Available Contral Technology (BACT)
to: limit emissions of GHGs, to the greatest extent feasible:

The followm de\nm and- actmncsare snb‘ectt@this PSD hermits:

4 ml(r) th:stPmmhaﬂ wwmmvaﬁ&ifcon truesion;

 As provided in 40 CFR

A isnot commenced: (ds defined in 40 CFR § S22I(b)(9)) within: 18 months afterthe
apprava! takes e%ct; or:

 B. is discontinued for'a period of 18 months or niore; or

Regmn 4‘» by letter or eimme maxl afth&

A. date construction is commenced, thhmmdajrsafsnchéam

B. actual daterof initial setting in operation for any purpose, pn"ff[ narked withi
of such date; and

C.. date upon which initial certification iests will commenee, in accordance with th
provisions of Condition IX.E, postmarked tiot less than 21 daysprmr to such-dates

SHGS Project (PSD-EPA-RAD13) - Draft PSD Permit 9/17/13 3



L

B. In: addnim, pnrmw Cmdiﬁou X,AGWGFNW@IYONS Permittee: shall :

Notification may be provided with the of the certification test protocol
required pursuantto Condition. IX.E. '
FACILITY OPERATION

A. Atalltimes, including periods of startup, shutdown, ., ‘malfinction;
Permmeeshaﬂ.mthzexwmmcﬁeabh,mammmanﬁopmthefacﬁﬁy‘ snaludi

pe]lutmeo actices: tor
Wab}gqpm u.-: ntenance ¥Ce : Ak
information avaﬂa,bl:;to th&EFA,whmh may include, but 1s‘notﬁhnte& to,
mnnimﬁng’ esulis; ‘mty observations, teview af operating maintenance procedures

APemueeshallnuﬁi?ﬁ:eB?Regim4 mt‘rmcnntmtf; ormation. ;
Caondition X& N YTIFIC S within two “wlendardayafaﬁawmg :

cot.; ) H@NSoﬁ&mpm&

days cf any such

SHGS Project (PSD-EPA-RAOL3) - Dieft PSD Rermit S17/13 : | 4



V.

‘The provisions of this PSD:Permi

RIGHT OF ENTRY.

The EP# Regional Administrator, end/or an authorized representative, upon the
prcsemattcnafcwdentxals;shallbepemm

A.. toenter the prenises where the facility is located or where any records are: required to:
be kept under the terms and conditions of this PSD' Permit;

B. during normal business hours, te have access to'and to copy any records required to
be Kept under the terms and condlﬁons of this PSD Pérmit;

lﬂﬁ#?&ﬂi’mﬁtm&.mim&nﬁbﬂeﬁa'P”’C jittee shall send

this letter pursuantto Condition XzAW’ OTIFIC
wxmm (30) days.of its issum

SEVERABILITY

- ate severable; and, xf any pmxsmn of the PSD Permit
is held invalid, the remainder of this. PSD ?ennitshannotbeaﬂ'ecm

A.. Permittee: shalr cunstmct the pmlm it o B

. ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

[ianee with this PSP permit, the
apphcatmn on whmh this permit is based, and all otherapplicable federal, state; and:
local airquality regulations, This PSP} permit does ot reléase the Permittee from: any
liability for comphance with otliet applicable federal, state and local environmenital
laws and regulations, including the Clean Air Act.

B. If prehistorie or historic artificts, such as pottery or ceramies, stone tools or metal

SHGS Project (PSD-EPA-R4Q13) - Draft PSD Permit 9117413, 5



implements, or any other physical remains that could e associated with Native
American cultures; or early colonial ot Amem:a settlement arc encountered at any
time within the project site area; the-permitte project should cease all activities
involving subsurface. disturbance in th&nnmadiate vicinity of such discoveries. Upon
such discovery, Permittes, or other designee, shall immediately contact the Florida
epartment of State;, Division of Historical Resources, Review and Compiianw
Sectiﬂn at 850:245.633% or 800.847.7278, as well as the appropriate permitting;
agency offices (FDEP and the EPA Region 4). Project activities shall not resume:
without verbal and/or written amhonzahnnﬁ:om the Divrswn of Iﬁstaal Easonm,

; fz.‘,_EUO(lﬁ ami 006 shall ngt operate anawmgaofmowﬁxan 3,390 hoursper year per CT
A - ‘ baszs N@mng!&umt shall.a ,emqmthan

If onlyona comtmﬁon tutbinu :s» msta:lled, it shiall operate ne more than 3,390 hours per
oo A2 g-totalcalendar yeas basus,whenﬁnngnannalgaa,

'SHGS Project (PSD-EPA-R4013) - Dt PSD Permit /17113 ' &



Permittee shall monitor and récord the number of hours each CT operates monthly, and-

23.FU 005 md(lﬂ&sha{[notopcmﬁrmgmsviﬁm oﬂmoreﬂ'rml GﬁOcombimdhnuts

Hire: addmenalzsa hcmserLsn oif: provided mmm ot of ULSD oil
beyond the 500 hours, the CT smist must reduce its capa mtym»ﬁrenm gas by five:
houts @i.e., 5:1 natural gasto ULSD. fuel oil ratio}, '

5 ..’5..’065&%@8%“‘{ T siomL

3 E‘ Sta::mpis deﬁmad a&the‘ mmmmwmmmafogmmafmy]emimm unit whfch hm

D. Auxiliary Equipment Emission:and Operational Limits and Work Practices

L. At all times; the Permittee shall ot discharge or cause the dischas ofchSSxonaﬁ'om
each umtmgo tha ahncsphgrem ea:eessofme follawmg,andshaﬁ therwise comply: with

SHGS Project (PSD-EPA-R4013) - Drafk PSDY Permit 9/17/13: 7
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G Thaon-sxtepxpahncandﬁat 13 "gas’miysgsmmmshaﬁbamomtowdmd‘

/.ﬁbedn iedﬂpﬁ""stem"

¥, Monitoring and Complianee with GHG Emission Lim

SHOS Project (PSD-EPA-RAGI3) - Draft PSD Peemit 9/17/13.




L. Pwmzﬁeeshaﬂmstanandwnfym_ﬂmmmnngsystms requived-fe difingg
GO, emissions ,,-:-...:m. maccordatme mththeapphcable r&qmwmentsofﬁtﬂ h

this peemf, Comsistet with §75 A(b), all applicable certfication tests shall bo completed:
within 180 calendar days affer the date the unit commences commercial operation (as:
defined.in 40 CFR. 72.2)..

2 FolIowing initial certification; the: G@;coudnuous monitoring system shall be quality
assured in accordance: with the applicable requirenments: of 40 CFR Part 75.

‘ fwe%conunuousmnmmﬁngmm a1 oG

SHUS Project (PSD-EPA-BA013) - Draft PSD Permit 9/17/13 )
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ktm‘@"lpmﬂsty becmétxcted wzthmﬁ oty week of Staftp)e

A Ins;)eatthebnmgr,an&clmmmplaceang it of s

necessary (you may delny the burner inspection until niext snheduledi it
shuwown,butyanmustmsgect each burner at least once every 18 months)..

c. Inspect the system controlling the ait-to-fuel r:ma, and ensure that it is correctly:
calibrated and functioning properly

SHGS Project (PSD-EPA-R40L3) - Draft PSD Perinit /17713 1




6-4.Permittee shall use the anmial heat input and data from 40 CFR.Part 98, Table C-1 to
" calculate-and record COs emissions from the 10.0° MMBfu/hr natural gas heater (EU
008} usmgﬁe ﬁtobal Warming Potential fiictors as establishad in Condition J.

2 Continveusly monitor and record ciretit breakers pressure;

b Vtsuallynmp&t,m mrdmermthmmufaetm“ 's st




a Ifapplicable, time intervals, datarand magnitade of the excess emissions; the nature
and cause: (if known), corrective actions taken and preventive measures adopted;

b. Ifapplicable, the time and date of each period during whick the continuous
monitoring systém was inoperstive (monitor down-time), ‘except. for zero.and span.
checks, and the nature of continuous monitoring systeny repairs or adjustoents;.

¢ Astatement in the report of a negguve deciatanbn, that s, & statement when no-
excess: emissions occurred or when the memxtormg system has not been:
inoperative, repaired, or adjusted;;

d.. Any fajlure to conduct any required source testing, monitoring, or other compliance

ding but not mifed to restrictions

5. Excessemissions shallbedeﬁna&m mypqr’mdmf‘* thzfacﬂxtyemimm:ns
; themmmummammlumtsm\, icable averaging period as set: i

of all prioe versions of the plan for a minitrium of five
)'aarsy »The;Penmﬁec §hallals¢k¢@rﬁc0td& of tha mo ’f ori ili

‘retained; for not Isss thanﬂve yeaxs folfamngthe dm trf stwhmeawamm
mamtenanee reports; and/or reconds. Thmemcords shaﬂ “bamada avaﬁahlefex review:

upon request by the. Agem:y or authonmd epr gt ,
;mspectmm

BH_Shakedown Periods

The combustion turbine and auxiliary equipment emission linits and requiremierts:
Conditions IX.B; IX.C, and IX.D shalk not apply during combustion shakedewn
periods. Shakedown is defined as the period begimming with mmﬂl Startup: and endihg
Tlater than successful completion of initial perﬁmnanectestmg,, during whichthe:

SHGS: Project (PSD-EPA-RAQ Y3)~ MPSBPM:( LTS 13




Permittee conducts: opetaﬁanal and contractual testing and tuning torensure the safe,
efficient and reliable operation of the plant. The shakedown period shall not exceed 180
days; The requirements of Section III of this permit shall spply atall times.

| ¥LGlobal Warming Potential (GWE)

For the purposes:of showing compliance with any GHG emission limit in this permit;, the
GWP factors listed in 4G CFR Part 98 Subpart. A, Table A-1 as of the date of this permit
MMM%WGWP&M amhstg&below

Katy R. Lusky ~562-91
4@4-562;-918?«
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